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Diane Noda, Field Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office
2493 Portola Road, Suite B
Ventura, CA 93003-7726

Subject: Revised Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (RDSEIS), Translocation
of Southern Sea Otters, California (CEQ # 20110275)

Dear Ms. Noda:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced document
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)

regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and our NEPA review authority under Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act.

The Revised DSEIS updates the information from the DSEIS released in 2005 for this project, which
evaluated options for continuing, revising, or terminating the program of translocating threatened
southern sea otters to San Nicolas Island, Channel Islands, California. EPA reviewed the 2005 DSEIS
(comment letter dated March 6, 2006) and stated our support for the preferred Alternative 3C, which is
to terminate the translocation program, allow sea otters existing in the former translocation and
management zones to remain there, and to allow for the natural range expansion of sea otters in the
future. This represents the Service’s shift in recovery strategy from translocation to natural range
expansion due to the observed degree of sea otter dispersal and mortality from translocation. Based on
our review of the Revised DSEIS, we continue to support Alternative 3C and have rated it as Lack of
Objections (LO) (see enclosed “Summary of Rating Definitions™).

EPA appreciates the opportunity to review this DEIS. When the Final EIS is released for public review,
please send one copy to the address above (mail code: CED-2). If you have any questions, please
contact me at (415) 972-3521, or contact Karen Vitulano, the lead reviewer for this project, at 415-947-

4178 or vitulano.karen @epa.gov.

erely,

Kathleen Martyn Goforth, Manager
Environmental Review Office

Enclosure: Summary of EPA Rating Definitions

cc: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of Policy and Directives Management, Arlington, VA



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA’s level of concern with a proposed action.
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

“ »

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

"LO" {Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potentialenvironmental impacts requiring substantive changesto the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for apphication of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more thee minor changes to the proposal

"EC" (Envirommental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order 10 fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of
mutigation measures that can reduce theenvircomental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency
to reduce these mpacts.

"EQ" {Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has idennfied significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the
preferred aliernative or consideration of some other project altemative (including the no action alternative
or a new altemative ), EPA intends to work with the lzad agency to reduce these impacts.

"EL" (Environmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review hus idennfied adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magntude that they are
unsatisfactary fromthe standpoint of public health or welfare orenviroamental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency fo reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsafisfactory impacts are not corrected at
the finul EIS stage. this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1" (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets farth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred aliernanve and
those of the alernatives reasonably avalable to the project ar action. Mo further analysis or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the additon of clarifying language or information.

"Category 2" (Insufficient Information)
The draft EIS dogs not contam sefficient information for EPA to fully assess enviroamental impacts that should
be avaided in order to fully protect the environment. or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably
available aliernatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS. which could reduce
the environmental impacts of the action  The identified additional informaton. data, analyses, or discussion
should be ircluded in the final EIS.
"Category 3" (Inadeguate)

EPA doesnot believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
of alternatives analy sed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impaces. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data. analyses, or discussions
are of such a magnitude thar they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the
draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review. and thus should be formally
revised and niade available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the
potential significant impacts volved, this propoesal could be a candidie for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.”



